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ABSTRACT

COMMANDE R UT ILIZATION OF THE
INFORMATION OFFICER*

By L. Brooks Hill, Michael G. Parkinson
and David Dobkins

~ Deriving its rationale from the communication concept

of gatekeeping , this research explored the interaction be-

tween Information Officers and their Commanders as that

interaction impacts upon the Air Force information program.

The study involved a census survey of Information Officers

and their Commanders. The results of these surveys identi-

fied three potential problem areas: (1) di f ferent  conceptions

of the lOs ’ experience and related credibility problems;

(2) dissimilar perceptions of the lOs ’ role and related

problems of time allocation, and (3) different orientations

regarding the media aspects of the lOs ’ approach to their

role. These results were interpreted in typical narrative

fashion from a theoretic and practical orientation. The re-

port further introduced three video taped modules which were

designed to extend the survey results and enhance their educa-

tional utility. The applicability of the approach of this

project for future research is discussed.

* Research funded by the Air Force Of f ce of Scientific
Research, Secretary of the Air Force Office of Information,
USAF, under Grant NO. AFOSR 77-3417.
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COMMANDER UTILIZATION OF THE
INFORMATION OFFICER

By L. Brooks H i l l , Michae l G. Park inson ,
and David Dobkins*

A viable and derens ib le  informat ion  program must dis-

seminate information to peop le who can use the informa tion

for the benefit of the organization which the program

represents. The wide diversity of information , personnel ,

and audiences confronting a military information program

in a democratic society compounds and confounds its efforts.

As the quantity and complexity of information tc~ be dis-

~eminated increases and as the demands of an all volunteer

force in tensif y , the importance of an efficient system for

the dissemination of information increases proportionately.

Over the past eight years , the communication faculty at

the University of Oklahoma have discussed the concerns and

problems of the Air Force information program with students

in the Communication Short Course and other SAF 01 representa-

tives. Many of these concerns are specific to particular

situations or individuals. One recurring,qeneralizable concern

however , is the inef f icient use of Informa tion Off icers by

their Commanders. Reasons offered to explain the inefficiency

suggest misunderstanding and perceptual problems on the part of

* L. Brooks Hill (Ph.D., llniversitv of I l l i n o i s , 1968) is an
Associate Professor , Michael G. Parkinson (Ph.D., University of
Oklahoma , 19’S) and David Dobkins (M.A., Universi ty of Arkansas ,
1974 ) are Research Assoc iates in the Department of Communication ,
University of Oklahoma. This research was sponsored by the Air
Force Office of Scientific Research , Secretary of the Air Force
Office of Information, IJSAF , under Grant No. AFOSR 77-3417 .
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both Information Officers (lOs) and Commanders.

The research herein reported was designed to explore

the bases of any problems in the working relationship between

Information Officers and their Commanders , and thereby to

enhance Commander utilization of Information Officers . Unlike

most research projects this study also entailed a special ex-

tension of its findings to fac ili tate broader educational

utilization of its results. Four stages comprise the project:

In the first stage a survey instrument was designed and admin-

istered to all Information Officers who do not work for other

lOs and to the Commanders of these individuals. The second

stage was the analysis and report of the results of this survey .

A third stage involved the production of three thirty—minute

video tape modules which provide a discussion of the survey

implications for potential app lica tion within the Air Force

information program . The fourth stage was an evaluation of the

entire project, especially the educational usefulness of its

third stage.

Ra tionale

To conceptualize the relationship between the Commander

and Information Officer and the significance of that relation

to the Air Force, the notion of “gatekeeper ” is crucial.

Basically , “gatekeeping” refers to the control exercised by

specific individuals on the transmission of information through

the various communication channels in a social system. This

notion is similar to other concepts found in the communication
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literature. For example , the idea of “key-cell” in a

communication network is frequently emp loyed in small group

literature (see Shaw , 1971 , pp. 137-148). The social in-

f luence literature refers to an “opinion leader ,” while  the

diffusion tradition explores the “influential. ” In fact ,

several writers observ e the fundamental similarities between

these concepts (Wesley and MacLean, 1970; Rogers and Shoemaker ,

1971; Mortensen , 1972) .

The artificial distinctions among these theoretic concepts

is obscured in natural situations. More useful to the present

study is a hybrid notion which relates these concepts and

better identifies the naturally occurr ing gatekeeper. “Opinion

leaders , ” for  example, share many of the character is t ics  of the

gatekeeper (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971) , but the idea of opinion

leadership holds one significant advantage over the more pas-

sive editor ’gatekeeper concept. Opinion leaders not only

decide what information passes through their gate and what is

withheld , they also act as “influentials.” In other words, . 
-

they transfer  information and determine for their audiences

the relative impor tance and usefulness of what they transmit

(Katz and Lazarsfeld , 1955; Rogers and Shoemaker , 1971). The

control of these decisions gives gatekeepers power and respon-

sibility which they often do not recognize (Burgoon and Ruffner ,

1978, p. 350). In these respects , this expanded conception of

gatekeeping most nearly approximates the information function

of the Air Force Commander-Information Officer dyad . Accord-

ingly, the notion of gatekeeping employed in this study accents

_ _  — -—-~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~
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the opinion leadership exercised by the two influentials

of this dyad.

With any large organization , the effective cooperation

of chief administrators and their information personnel is

an indispensable element of the information diffusion system.

Since Commanders and lOs function , in tandem , as gatekeepers

in the Air Force diffusion system , the efficiency of this

dyadic team is particularly ii~portant. Acting as a “gate,”

this crucial dyad can either facilitate or frustrate the flow

of information through the Air Force and to its public. From

the perspective of the li terature on gatekeeping, opinion

leadership, and other applicable research, this study examines

the functional relationship between these two important posi-

tions inthe Air Force information system.

The central position of the Commander-b gatekeeping dyad

may be visually represented using a simple diagram adapted

from the Wesley and MacLean communication model (Wesley and H

MacLean, 1970).

ENVIRONMENT AUDIENCES

which includes: which includes:

HIGHER COMMAND AIR FORCE
.~~~ INTERNAL

PUBLIC .)
COMMANDER_
] AUDIENCES

PRESSURES IC D AD
PUBLIC

INTERNAL AUDIENCES
NEEDS

In this diagram , information generated within the environment,

including higher command, moves to the Commander-IC dyad where

these officers may elect to withhold or pass that information
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on to the public or internal Air Force audiences. In its

gatekeeping capacity the Commander-b dyad not only relays

information transmi tted to it, but is also capable of gen-

erating and transmitting new information which is significant

to others within and outside the Air Force. For example,

the Commander-bO dyad provides other Air Force personnel with

verbal and non—verbal markers as to which information “chunks ”

provided are most significant. Therefore , the Commander and

10 are not merely passive gates , only deciding what informa-

tion is worthy of continued transmission . They also serve

as generators of information and as active channels and audience

selectors who may supp lement or supp lant the information pro-

vided by other information sources . Particularly in the

selection of information for fur ther  dissemination and in the

matching of that information with appropriate channels and

audiences , cooperation of the Commander and 10 is essential.

Both the Commander and IC contribute to these communication

decisions and need to cooperate in the creation and evaluation

of such decisions.

The problems associated with the gatekeeping function

described here are to some extent self perpetuating . The

Commander-IC dyad not only acts as a gatekeeper between the

environment and their aud iences ; each member of the dyad acts

as a gatekeeper between the environment and the other dyad

member. Because of the massive amcunts of data which both

an IC and a Commander process daily, some gatekeeping between

them is essential. Maximum effectiveness is, however , dependent

- . .
~~~~— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ t . ~~~~~
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upon each member of the Commander-IC dyad being aware of the

other ’s activities and of their own activities within the

gatekeeper role. Such awareness is dependent upon each dyad

member providing the other with sufficiently complete inform-

ation concerning their own gatekeepinq activities to facilitate

full cooperation.

This intra-dyad gatekeepin~ can be represented using a

modificat’.on of the diagram presented earlier. As reflected

in the di~~iram below, the Commander functions as a gate be-

tween the environment and his staff , including the 10.

Environment Audiences

Staf’ Staft

)
Commander~~~ 

IC

Publ ic  Publ ic

Higher Higher
Command Command

The 10 also serves as a gate between the environment and the

Convnander.

Environment Aud iences

Public Air Force

Internal I0~~~ Public
Air Force
Sources Commander

C ommander

While these diagrams are simplif ied represen tations of inform-

ation flow patterns , they do provide a vehicle for representing

one of the very real problems which may occur within the

information dissemination system. Cf course , information may

- ~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~ - . - - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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be spawned within the environment, either public or internal

A ir Force , and move directly to one of the audiences without

going through the IC-Commander dyad . This particular pattern

is beyond the control of the information func tion and there-

fore beyond the scope of this research.

This study thus presumes thz~t Commanders and Information

Of f i c e r s  are both crucial gatekeepers in the informa tion

di f fusion sys tem of the Air Force . Less obvious is the extent

to which they function together as a gate. Indeed , the quality

of an information program of ten hinges on the ef fectiveness

of the collaboration between them. If these two parties mis-

understand their relationship, effective collaboration is

res tricted and the informa tion program suffers. Proceeding

from these assumptions , this study focused on the perceptions

of the Information Of f icers ’ role and responsibilities by

Information Officers and their Commanders. If significant

differences can be identified , they may be corrected , thus

enhancing the quality of collaboration between the members

of this gatekeeping team and the overall quality of the in-

formation program .

Survey Methodology

A census survey was conducted of all Information Officers

whose Commanders are not themselves lOs. The questionnaire

used was designed to identify the ways in which the relation-

ship between the IC and Commander impacts upon the dissemina-

tion of information . After the initial creation of the survey

instrument, students in the Air Force Communication Short 

- - ,-.— ._._. _ , . ..,... . ~~~~~~ ...~~ ._. .__~_ .~__
~z_ 
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Course (class 1977-5) at the University of Oklahoma

helped to evaluate the questionnaires. These students

were firs t asked to complete the 10 por tion of the survey

and then were given an opportunity to critique and discuss

the instrument. After this discussion , these same students

were administered the Commander portion of the survey and

were again asked for their comments and critique. This second

portion of the survey was designed for administration to lOs ’

Commanders . Results of this questionnaire were used to bal-

ance the ideas derived from the survey of lOs and to locate

problems in differences of perspective.

The survey ins truments were desi gned to assess both

attitudes about the indivi dual ’ s own position and about the

Commander or 10 counterpart. Additional questions tapped

present levels of utilization of lOs by Commanders. Four

types of questions were included in the instruments:

1) Demographic item s , for example , the respondents ’
rank , years of service, major command and previous
training.

2) A time utiliza tion chart, which asks for both an
assessmen t of actual t ime spent on informa tion
tasks and preferences for time commitments.

3) Likert scale items designed to measure attitudes
toward the information function.

4) An open ended question which allowed the individual
to provide specific information concerning personal
practices or perceptions.

For complete copy of the questionnaires, see Appendices I and II.

A list of all Information Officers working for non-lOs

was provided by Military Personnel Center. Following security

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — T -  
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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review and approval by MPC , the approved ques tionna ires

were maile d to each of the iden tified three hundred and

forty subjects , 170 lOs and 170 Commanders. According to

an agreemen t wi th SAFOI, onl y those Informa tion O ff icers

whose Commanders are not Information Officers were surveyed .

Because of necessary adaptations of questions to each survey

group , a matched pairs design was not executed .

As was proposed to the Military Personnel Center , the

mailed surveys were to be followed with a telephone survey

of selec~ed Commanders. This technique was proposed in order

to compensate for several anticipated problems. These pro-

blems included ti . ) a low return rate for Commanders, (2) a

par ticularly low re turn rate for senior rankin g Commander s,

and (3) Commander ’s surveys being completed by members of

their staff rather than the Commander. However , after

reviewin g the resul ts of the maile d survey , we found that

the return rate (69.4%) for Commanders was much higher than

we anticipated . Also the number of surveys returned were

propor tiona tely distributed with the rank of the respondent ,

and the number of surveys which were signed or contained personal

notes indicate d that mos t were bein g comple ted pers onally by

the Commander. Because of these considerations and the ab-

breviated time available for completion of the project , we

did not pursue the follow-up telephone survey .

LI~~~~~~~~ - -~~~ ~~~~~~~~— —
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Survey Results

The re turn  ra te  was s u f f i c i e n t l y  s ign i f ic a n t  to

support the validity of the results. Of the 1.70 question-

nair es maile d to lOs , 137 were returned for a response r a t t ~
of 80.6 percent. Of the 170 questionnaires mailed t o  .‘omm~ iidt’rs ,

118 were returned for a response rate ot  69.4 perct.’nt. The re-

turned surveys were coded for computer analysis accor din~i to the

protocol provided in Appendix III.

To facilitate use of the results , the follow ing six

tables summarize the findings: Table I provides the demo-

graphic data. Table II reports the perceptions of how the

Information Officers allocate and , or should allocate their time .

Tables III and IV supplement the time allocat’ton information

by reporting the skills lOs believe are insutti.ciently utili :.~’d

by Commanders and the frequency of tO and Commander contact.

Table V provides the results of the Likert scale items used

to assess mutual perceptions of the information functions .

A final Table VI reports the quantifiable and nonquantiti able

resul ts of the open ended question regarding 10-Commander

cooperation . A discussion of the results follows the summary

tables.

- --— -- - 
—
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TABLE I
Demographic Data*

Informa tion
Officers ’ Commanders ’
Res ponse Response

Rank of respon dents (fre quencies ) 2nd Lt - 3 2nd Lt - 0
lst Lt — 3 lst Lt — 1
Capt - 53 Capt - 1
Major - 40 Major - 0
Lt. Ccl. - 20 Lt. Col. - 1
C o l - 8  Col - 72

Brig. Gen. - 18
Ma). Gen. - 16
Lt. Gen. & Gen - 7

Mean number of years in Air Force 14.5 years 26.3 years
Mean number of years as 10 9 years
Mean number of years as commander 5 years
% who have had college course in

information related area while
in the Air Force 20% 4.2%

% who have had military course in
inform ation rela ted area while
in the A ir Force (other than
00 communic~ tion short course) 21% 21.2%

% who have attended Air Force
short course at 00 or Boston 54%

% of respondents serving at wing
level 64% 64%

Mean number of year s of educa tion
(18 years M.A .) 17.8 years 17.8 years

% with college major in journalism ,
communica tion or public rela tions 78% 9%

% wi th college major in other social
I’ science 33%

% wi th mil itary work experience in
operations 31% 84%

~ of commanders with information
experience while in Air Force QNA 3%

% of information officers with
command experience 13% QNA

% with civilian experience in
Journalism 21% QNA

r 
* with civilian experience in R & TV 14% QNA
% with civilian experience in PR 4% QNA
% who plan to make Air Force a career 83.2% QNA

(QNA Question not asked) H

~~~~~~~~ presente d here re presen t mean responses or frequenci es
of those respondents who answered the subject question . In some
cases respondents did not answer all questions; therefore , total
frequencies will vary from question to question .

.

~ .
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TABLE III
10 Skills Not Being Used by Commanders

Information
Off icers ’ Commanders ’
Response Response

% who reported that newswriting
skills were not being used 6% 7%

% who reported that R & TV skills
were not being used 8% 6%

% who reported PR skills were not
being used 13% 7%

% who reported planning skills
were not being used 10% 0

% who mentioned other skills not
being used 23% 0.8%

TABLE IV
Frequency of Contact

Informa tion
Of f icers ’ Commanders ’
Response Response

Mean number of contacts between
10 and Commander in last week 9.2 10

Mean number of contacts in a
typical week 8.7 Question not

asked
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TABLE V
Scale Items Regarding Mutual Perceptions *

- 

Information
Officers ’ Commanders ’
Response Response

Commander understands capabilities
of 10 2 . 7  1.7

10 understands Commander ’s expecta-
tions of 10 2.3 2.1

10’s skills are being utilized to
best advantage for the Air Force 3.4 2.5

Commander expects 10 to accomplish
things beyond the professional
capacity of an 10 5.3 QNA

Commander ’s training and experience
have given him appreciation of
the role of the 10 in the Air
Force 3.3 1.9

Commander consults 10 when faced
with decisions on information
matters 2.4 1.4

10 is able to give Commander advice
when Commander is faced with
decision or. information matter 1.9 1.8

Commander controls the content of
the base information program 3.5 2.7

10 controls the content of the base
information program 2.8 4.3

Commander does not expect 10 to be
able to give him useful advice
when he is faced with information
decisions 5.9 QNA

Commander expects 10 to accomplish
things beyond the responsibiity
of an 10 4.5 QNA

10’s training is adequate to prepare
him for role a~ 10 3.3 1.3

I

t

*Sca]e for responses ranged from 1 (Agree) to 7 (Disagree).
Figures presented here represent mean response. 

—~~-__~~ ,_-, -- - .~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE VI
Responses to the Open Ended Question

Open ended c~uestion: What is your perception of the quality
of cooperation bi~~een the Commander and the Information Otficer
in the Air Force today?

Informa tion
CIfficers ’ Commander s’
Response Response

Part I: Recurrent Responses
% who mentioned good cooperation 40% 67%
% who mentioned poor cooperation 37% 9%
% who said cooperation var ies from

Commander to Commander 59% 10%
% who said cooperation varies from 10

to 10 8% 9.3%
% who said coopera tion var ied from unit

to unit 1% 14%
% who mentioned Commanders ’ distrust

of 10 or media 27% 4•2%
% who mentioned incompetent lOs 0 8.5%
% who mentioned problems of low ranking

10 competing with others on Commanders ’
staffs 20% 1%

Part II: Unquantified Responses . The following comments recurred
with variation in several of the responses , but frequencies were
too low or variations too great for quantification.

Information Officer s:
1) Rated officers (including their own Commanders) see non-rated

lOs as incompetent or not worthy of trust and responsibility.
2) Low rank of lOs makes it difficult to compete wi th others on

Commander ’ s s t a f f .
3) lOs are of ten compelled to perform personal PR for Commander

both in local civilian community and within the Air Force
community .

4) lOs often have a media orientation which leads to a desire to do
production work or they objec t to not having an outlet for their
production skil’s.

5) Several lOs mentioned that coopera tion between informa tion and
command has improved over the past five to fifteen years.

6) Cooperation from Commander var ies inversely with Commander ’s age.
(I.e., younger Commanders are more cooperative and receptive to
information program.)

7) The more senior the 10 the better the percept ion of command/in-
formation cooperation .

Commanders :
1) Several Commanders feel their relationship with the local Ii.) is

good but resent interference from higher headquarters lOs.
2 )  Overwhelming perception that cooperation between local 10 and

local Commander is good . 
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Discussion of Results

The discussion of results consists of two parts. Part

one offers a typical narrative interpretation of the survey

findings. Part two explains the video-tape modules which are

available for extended discussion of implications of the survey

results.

Narrative Interpretation

The results cluster in three areas. These areas are

(1) the Information Off icers ’ experience ; (2) dissimilar

perceptions of the lOs ’ function ; (3) the media orientation

of lOs and their Commanders.

10 Experience . Information Officers frequently reported

that their Commanders and other members of the staff see the

10 as incompetent or untrustworthy because of junior rank.

Similarly, Commanders of ten complained about their inexperienced

information personnel. Even a cursory review of the survey

results demonstrates that these attitudes are not accurate

reflections of reality. For example, the average Information

Officer surveyed has over nine years experience in his profes-

sion, while the average Commander has only five years command

experience. Further , many Information Officers report related

work experience as civilians and frequently had college train-

ing in job related areas. In fac t, 78 percent of lOs had college

degrees in some area of communication. These figures are even

more impressive when one considers the fact that the survey

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - — 
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population included officers in career broadening assignments

in information ; these individuals would obviously have less

professional experience than career information officers.

Several of the Liker t scale items and the responses to

the open ended question offer fur ther support for the idea

that Commanders ’ perceptions of the lOs ’ incompetence are

not well founded . Indeed , some of these responses suggest

that the Commanders ’ lack of familiarity wi th the information

function contributes to their misperception of lOs and their

abili ties. For examp le , when asked if their training and

experience gave them an appreciation of the information role

in the Air Force, Commanders overwhelmingly agreed that their

training and experience was adequate. lOs asked the same

question about their Commander responded in almost equal num-

bers that the Commanders ’ experience and training were not

adequate. When asked if the Commander controls the content of

the base information program , Commanders agreed while lOs

disagreed . One additional variable surfaces in analysis of

the open ended question responses. The junior rank and parti-

cularly the non-rated status of many lOs seem to be a point

of sensitivity for the lOs and one which is emphasized by the

Commanders ’ frequent mention of these criteria for the evalua-

tion of the lOs’ competence.

The overall significance of the different perceptions of

the lOs ’ experience centers on the self image and job perform-

ance of Information Officers. Because of their position in the

orqanization ’s power structure a negative self image , whether

_ _ _ _ _ _  - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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correc tly or incorrec tly developed , is not easy to correct

and may lead to a cycle of reduced potential . This cycle is

set in motion when the lOs begin to perce ive themselves as

non-credible. After this perception subsequent interactions

tend to reaffirm , rather than correc t, the initial negative

feeling . This , in turn, may lead to an overly cautious , cover

voursej.f at all cost, de fensiveness or , on some occasions , to a

reassertion of a positive self-image from over-identification

with civilian counterparts. In either case the 10 begins to be

less valuable as an honest advisor to the Commander regarding

the information program .

Dissimilar perceptions. A comparison of the estimates of

the amount of time spent on certain tasks qraphically demonstrates

their dissimilar perceptions of the information function . For

example, lOs report that they spend 14.6 percent of their time

in administrative duties and 20.1 percent of their time in

staff coordination and meetings; for each of these two tasks

the Commander reports that his 10 spends only half that amount

of time . Information Officers report that approximately 14

percent of their time is consumed with the production of internal

print media; their Commanders estimate that they spend 23 percent

of their time of these tasks. Whereas the Commander assume s that

his 10 spends nearly 5 percent of his time in the production of

electronic media , the 10 reports only 2.5 percent of his time

spent as- this task. Another example of dissimilar perception

can be found in their estimates of time devoted to the internal

_____ 
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civt h a n  employee news pro~ ram : i n f o r m a t i o n  O f t  icers report

that t hey spend approx ima te ly  2 peroen t of t h e ir  time ~ n t h i  s

area , while their Commanders bel ieve they spend 4 p e r c en t

of their time ; whereas the IC believes the Commander wants a

quadrupled commitment in this area , Commanders report they

actu~ hlv want  a reduction in time committ ed . Collect i ve l v

these resul ts  su~oest that the  Commander underestimates the

amount of t ime  h i s  10 must spend i n  ad m i n i s tr a t  ~ve du t ie s ,

and that Conm~anders assume lOs spend the bulk of the r t me on

the pro~i ram ’ ~ most visible i~roduets , media.

The biases that these ~uspercept ions can create are

accentuated when several of the lOs ’ tasks are collapsed into

the two broader cate~iories of oft ice manacement and media

product ton . Or f ice mana~iement i no ludes 1 product  ion of

administrative reports, personne l mana~ ement and supp1~ es

man a ’. iement.  and ~~~l s t a f f  coordination and m e e tin ~is .  Produc-

tion of med ia includes I i ’  Commander ’ s cal l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  I. 2~ in—

terna~ trint media , (31 internal civilian employee news.

4) special events, ~~ speaker s ~‘ro¼1ram , and I. i~~ product ion

of electronic media. The total percenta~e of time which lOs

report they spend on these tasks are management , 34.7 percent.

and production . l9 .~ percent . The t o t a l  pt’r cen t a~ie of t ime

which Commanders b e l iev e  the i r  10~ spend on t he se  t asks  a i e manace  —

ment , 1 ~~ . ~~ percent , ~nd product ion , ‘3. ~ perce n t .  * ~‘hese t t ~ut es

underscore that  the typical Commander believes the 10 spend s

‘The two categories of mana~iement and production ar e  not
a l l  encompassing . Because there .are other 10 tasks , t h e se
percentages w i l l  not t o t al  lO~1 percent .
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far more time in the production of communication media

than is actually the case. Apparently , the Commander is

evaluating the 10 based on the visible products and is over-

looking the need for management as an information sta f f

function .

Further evidence of the disparity between 10 and Com-

mander perceptions is available in the responses to the open

ended question . While 37 percent of the lOs said cooperation

between themselves and their Commander was ppor, only 9 per-

cent of Commanders perceived that the same cooperation was

poor. Another difference was in responses which indicated

that the quality of the information program varied from Com-

mander to Commander. Only 10 percent of the Commanders surveyed

indicated var iat ion from Commander to Commander while 59 percent

of the lOs mentioned the variable of Commander interest or com-

petence. This difference becomes particularly significant when

it is compared to the responses regarding a change of the

Information Officer; only 8 percent of lOs and 9 percent of

Commanders indicated that a change of the 10 was a significant

variable. Although they agree on the relative insignificance

of an 10 change to the information program, the lOs assign

far greater importance to the Commander ’s role in the informa-

tion program .

These misunderstandings are apparently the product of

insuff ic ient  rather than infrequent communication. lOs and

Commanders report an average contact rate of 8 to 10 times per

_ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 
- 
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week . Although the survey did not identif y the nature of

this interaction, their contacts seem frequent enough to

‘I secure mutua l understanding. The lack of understanding

must, therefore, be attributed to the quality and/or sub-

stance of their interaction rather than to quantity or

frequency of contact.

Media orientation. Both Information Officer and Com-

mander responses accentuate the mass media components of the

information program . When queried about skills not used and

in the open ended question, lOs and Commanders frequently

mentioned production skills. When describing their own pre-

ferences , both reported they would prefer the 10 spend more

time in the production of electronic and print  media. Both

also indicated they would prefer decreased time commitments

for such activities as open houses and staff meetings. These

results may stem from lOs receiving more formal t raining in

media production than in areas such as general communication or

public relations , which are directed toward interpersonal and

organizational, as well as mass mediated, communication. How—

ever, these results are also attributable to the Air Force

reward system which urges Information Officers to produce

visible products.

An alternate interpretation of the production orientation

of the Information Officer suggests that the 10 and the Corn—

mander view the information function differently . Focusing

on that part of the tO’s time spent in production, the lOs

[ 
— -_
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report that 27.3 percent of their time is spent in external

information and only 19.9 percent of their time in internal

information. The Commanders , on the other hand , believe the

los spend 33.9 percent of their time in each of these areas.

That Commanders reported the same time allocation for both

external and internal parts of the program and that lOs

reported a substantially greatet commitment to the external

area suggest that they view the information function different-

ly. These differences could be explained if the lOs perceived

their responsibili ty as the “selling of the Air Force ,” an

external orientation, and the Commander perceived the 10’s

responsibility as the d issemination of information , a combined

orientation. Recognizing situational variabili ty , one who

functions primar ily as an information source would tend to

divide their attention more evenly between those inside and

outside the Air Force; however , one invested in a public rela-

tions approach would reasonably focus their attention outside

the organization .

As a summary of this d iscussion of results , the current

study extends and confirms d related study conducted previously

by the Army . During 1976-77 two Army Majors produced a survey

of Army Public Affairs Officers (PAO ’ s) and senior Army officers

attending the Army War College , the National  War College and

the Industrial College of the Armed Forces. Although their

techniques were less thorough,  Ma jors Bishop and Clark iden ti-

fied many of the same results found in the research reported

~~~~~~
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here. They , for example, found “significant discrepancies

between attitudes of senior officers and the PAO5 ’ perceptions

of those attitudes ,” “a low estimate of PAOs ... and media

by senior (of ficers ),” and “ :ariations between PAO 5 and the

senior (officers) over which PAO staff duties are mos t impor-

tant” (OCPA , 1977, p.1). These results not only offer further

support for the findings reported here , but also suggest that

the three primary prob lem areas identified may be generalizable

throughout the Department of Defense.

Video Tape Modules

The results of research are often underutilized or in-

accessible for persons in a position to apply the findings.

To avoid this potentiality, this research has been augmented

by the production of three thirty-minute video tapes. These

tapes use dialogue between the research director and other

communication faculty at the University of Oklahoma as a vehicle

for ex tended discussion of the implica tions of the survey re-

sults.

The video tape modules approximately correspond to the

three clusters of results identified in the preceding sectior .

Because of the overlapping nature of the findings and the

difficulty of categorizing actual problems , the modules do

not coincide with the preceding clusters. Module one focused

on the “Information Officer Image and Role” and primarily

addressed concerns surfaced about the lOs ’ experience and

responsibilities. The guest faculty member for this dialogue

~

-- .~~~~ - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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was Dr. Michael G. Parkinson . The second module focused

on “Commander-Information Officer Cooperation ” and addressed

many of the concerns surfaced in the survey about the alloca-

tion of lOs ’ time and mutual perception of the information

function. Dr. Blam e Goss was the faculty guest for this

module. The third and final module addressed “Information

Management” and concentrated on the management aspects of the

Information Officers ’ role. The guest faculty member for this

module was Dr. Roger Babich.

The tapes are not intended as a detailed analysis or repor t

of the survey . Instead , they are intended as a catalyst  or

stimulus for discussion of the questions raised and a vehicle

for interpretation of the results of the survey to those in a

position to actually correct any problems identified . Copies

of these video tapes have been provided to Air Force Off ice

of Scientific Research, (AFOSR), Secretary of the Air Force

C’ffice of Information (SAF/Ol), and the Air Force Communication

Shor t Course, Universi ty of Oklahoma . We recommend that these

tapes be made available for use in conferences , schools and

at individual bases. The tapes will  be used , for example ,

in the Communication Short Course for Information Officers ,

and every e f f o r t  should be made to insure that they reach

Commanders who are the other half of the Commander-lO dyad .

Project  Evaluation

Feedback from potential consumers of this research is

essential to an adequate evaluation . Thi s feedback has been
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requested both from survey respondents and those who view the

video taped modules . One purpose of this section , however ,

is to present a brief proposal for the conduct , analysis

and dissemination of future  similar research .

One major assumption of the present study deserves restate-

ment: While most research focuses upon the contribution of

a given line of research to the body of scientific theory or

the application of particular research methodologies , this

project was focused on the integration of the research and

the practitioners who are its potential users. This integra-

tion must begin in the early stages of the research design ,

particularly the identification of research questions , and

continue through the interpretation and dissemination of re-

sults.

Applying these concerns to the four stages of this research

project, in stage one a survey instrument was developed and

its format and intentions were discussed with individuals who

were in a position to use its results. After the survey was

administered , in stage two the survey results were analyzed

with the needs of the potential users as a focus of that analy-

sis. In stage three, the results of this analysis were inter-

preted and discussed in a format which could be made available

to the potential users. Stage four involves soliciting feed-

back from both participants and the users of the survey results

in order to guide both further interpretation of this survey

and the conduct of future research. In each of the four stages,
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feedback has been sought which addresses not only that stage ,

but each of the previous stages and future research. A graphic

representation of this integrated approach to research is

presented on the following page.

Not only does the general design of this project seem

viable , the substantive aspects also deserve further attention.

While the results of this research tended to cluster around

three areas , the one area of dissimilar perceptions is particu-

larly significant. If lOs and their Commanders do not share

s imilar perceptions of the lOs ’ responsibilities , one might

reasonably ask if other members of the Commander ’s staff have a

similar problem . When one combines the problems identified in

Commander-IC cooperation with the possible explanations offered

in this report and the video taped modules, one begins to wonder

whether other s taff  members may also have perceptions of their

duties which differ from those held by their Commander.

Because Commanders come from operational uni ts ,  the

problem of dissimilar perceptions of responsibilities may be

common to staff members who do not direct operational units.

In addition to dissimilar Commander-staff perceptions, each

of these non-operational s taff  members may have problems which

parallel the media orientation of the IC. If the 10 feels

compelled to produce a “ visible product ” because the Commander

is not suff ic ient ly  famil iar  with the IC function, then the

Chaplan , Physician , Judge Advocate and others may be focusing

their attention on visible products which the Commander is able

to evaluate rather than concentrating upon less visible but
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TASKS OF TASKS OF
POTENT IAL RESEARCH
RESEARCH USER COMMUNITY

Stage 1 1) Generation of initial
DESIGN research question/problem

~~ I2 ) Research design to
,~~

address question/problem

3) Pilot and check fork~~conceptual consistency
Administration of

Research Instrument

Stage 2  -

INTERP RETATION 1) Analysis of results
2) Alternate interpreta— 4~tions identified

3) Results and interpreta—
F tions integrated wi th ex-

• planations from social
science theory

Stage 3
• COMMUNICATION 1) Production of Report

2) Consumption by those
who seek detailed inform-
ation

3) Production of summary
report of results

4) Consumption by survey k”~respondents
Production of “transla-

tion ” in alternative medium
to stimulate further dis-
,,cussion and research

6) Discussion and adapta- ~tion to meet needs of user

Stage 4
EVALUATION 1) Request for feedback

incorporated into reports
and “translation”

2) Reactions to results , k ”
interpretations, “ transla-
tion ” and usefulness of
research are generated

~~~~~~~ Design , interpretation
and communication of future
research are modified to
conform to needs of consumer 
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perhaps more valuable activities. These possibilities

suggest that the production of similar research for other

staff  positions can provide useful insight for those

interested in the maximum utilization of the Commander ’s

staff. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - ~~~~~~
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DEPA RTMENT OF TH E -~~R FORC E
~-~CAOQt jAAT UNITC3 ST’~T~~5 1.iR FOp~C~~ .;T.~

W4S~~INGTON . 0 C. “ ~~~‘-~ --• -
— -~~~~~~ •~

25 November l97~

Survey on i~ormation FuncUon

1. The attached survey was developed by the f3c~ lty at the ~Jrii’~ers~:yof Cklabo~a , oar tment of C~~~~ nicat 1on , as ~~rt of a researct~ ~rcject
s~proved by the Secr,ts.ry of the Air Foroe Cff~.oe of ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ and
funded by the A.ir Force ~ ‘f toe of Scl~ntif to sesroh. The objectt-~-eis to identify si~r.i.ftcant perceptua.1. differences of the Information

— function as seen by cc=anders and Ir.for~ation offIcers and to helpreduce those di.fferences.

2. Because of tt s thportance t~ the Air Force , I encourage :~-ou tocooperate in this research effort by completing the attached ~~estionnaire
yourseLf. t should take only 1C or 15 ninutes. ~he results will be used
to mak e decisions on how the Inf ormatIon ~‘unotion can inprcve o ntributto~s
to meeting Air Force objectives.

FOR ~~~~~~~ CH~~~ CF STAFF

H. . ALTON, R. t\ Atob
Bx•i a-~ er ~er.ers.l, ‘4S.%Z ~uestiannafre
Dtr s~~or of rmstlon

Ueds,-wri ts I~,w- C~,ioth ,’s ~t :~~ t - S_v U S ~~~~ ~~~
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The
‘Vniversi ~y of Oklahoma 730 Van Vleet Oval, Room 331 Norman, Oklahoma 73069

Spe.ch Communication
R.s.arch Laboratory

Dear Information Officer:

The following questionnaire is part of a research project being
conducted by the University of Oklahoma Department of Communication
under Air Force Office of Scientific Research Grant Number 77—3417.
The results of the research will be used by the Secretary of the
A ir Force , Off ice of Information , to guide the production of education-
al materials for information officers and commanders. These materials
w ill be d esigned to improve mutual understanding of the information
and command functions.

Please respond to the questions personally. If you allow a member of
your staff to complete the questionnaire , the results of the research
and its value to the Air Force will be invalidated.

Your anonymity as a respondent to the questionnaire will be guaranteed.
The names of individual respondents and their answers to the enclosed
questions will not be part of the report to the Air Force. Results
of the survey will be available for your information by April 1, 1978.
To inquire about survey results , wr ite: Dr. L. Brooks Hill , Department
of Communication , Tn iversity of Oklahoma , 780 Van Vleet Oval , Norman ,
Oklahoma 73019.

In a c c o r d a n c e  w it h p a r a g r a p h  30 , AFR 12—35 , Air F o r c e  Pr ivacy  Ac t
P r o g r a m , the following information about this survey is provided:

a. A uthority. 10 U.S.C ., 8012 , Secretary of the Air Force: Powers
and Du ti es , del egation by.

b. Pr incipal Purpose. The survey is being conducted to identif y
problems in commander utilization of information staff personnel.

c. Routine Use. The survey da ta will be provided to AFOSR and
SAF/ O l .

d. Participation in this survey is entirely volun tary.
e. No adverse action of any kind may be taken against any individual

who elects not to participate in this survey.
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Information Officer Survey Page 2

Information Officer Surve~~
USAF SCN 78— 43A

1. Please answer the following questions about yourself.

a. What is your rank~ __________-_________________

b. How long have you been ~~~~
‘ t he  A i r F o r c e ? __________

c. How long have you been an Inform .ition Officer? __________

d. Wh ile in military service , what training have you received
as an in f o r m a ti on o f f i c e r ? ____________________________

e. What is your major command? _________________________________

f. At what level are you serving (MAJCOM , NAF , Wing, Base , etc.)?

I
g. What is your highest level of education (number of years

completed: high school graduate 12 years , college graduate
with baccalaureat degree — 16 y e a r s , w i t h  M . A .  18 y e a r s ,
with Ph.D. 21 years)?

h. What was your major in college? _____________________________

i. Other than information , what fields have you worked in in the
Air Force?

j. As a civilian , what fields have you worked in?________________

k. Do you plan to make the Air Force a career? _____________________

2. In column 2, next page , estimate the percent of your time that
you actually spend on each of the tasks listed in column 1. Please
insure that these total to 100%.
In column 3, list the percent of your time that you would prefer
to spend on each task in order to maximize the benefit of your
information program for the Air Force and your command. Please
insure that these total Co 100%.
In column 4, estimate the percent of your time that you believe
your commander thinks you should spend on each of the tasks. Please
insure that these total to 100%. -
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Information Officer Survey Page 3 -

COLUMN 1 COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3 COLUMN
TASKS Actua l . Z of % of your ~ of yo

your time time you 1time vo
‘spent each would prefercommand
we”k to spend kiould 1

each week ~rou to
each we

Producing administrative reports ,
personnel management, supplies

Producing and “practicing”
contingency plans

Commanders ’ Call ActIvities

Producing internal print media
(newspaper, base guide, news service,
etc.)

Producing electronic media

Serving external civilian media

•tnternal civilian employee news
program

Civic groups liaison

Special events such as open house,
base tours , etc.

1 
• 

Speakers ’ program

Public Affairs  a i r l i f t

Maintenance and inspectIon
of o f f i ce files

Cooperation with Security Police

VIP/Civi c leader tours

C3mmander and staff coordination,
meetings , consultat ion , etc.

• Other (Specify)

-- - - -  
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Information Officer Survey Page 4

3. What skills do you have which your commander is not now using?

4. How man times in the last 5 working days have you talked to your
comma nde r  ( e i t h e r  over  t h e  p h o n e  or in p e r s o n ) ?  ‘ Is t h i s
typical? If not , how many times per week do you usually talk to
you r com m a n d e r ? __________________________________

5. Respond to each of the following statements by marking on the scale
the space which most nearl y indicated your feelings about the statem ent.
For  ex a m p l e , if  t h e  s t a t e m e n t  were: “I like ice cream ” and you agree
with the statement very stronly, mark the scale:

AGR E E :  
____ 

: 
____ ____ 

: 
____ 

: 
____ 

: 
____ 

: 
____ 

: DISAGREE

If you agree strongly, but not very strongly, mark the second blank.
If you agree but do not strcngly,agree , mark the third blank. If you
n e i t h e r  ag ree nor  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  t h e  s t a t e m e n t , m a r k  t h e  f o u r t h  b l a n k .
If you disagree but do not disagree strongly., mark the fifth blank.
If you disagree strongly but do not disagree very strongly, mark >the
sixth blank. If you disagree very strongly, mark the seventh blank.
PLEASE PUT YOUR MARKS IN THE BLANKS BETWEEN THE COLONS , PLACE ONE MARK
ON EACH SCALE ITEM AND DO NOT MARK ANY SCALE ITEM WITH MORE THAN ONE
MARK .

a. My commander understands my capabilities as an information o f f i ce r?
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

b. I understand my commander ’s expectations of me as an information officer?
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

c. My information skills are presently being utilized to best advantage for
the Air Force?
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

d. My coum~ander expects me to accomplish things which are beyond the professionalcapacity of an information off icer?
AGREE : : : : : : : :DISAGREE

e. My commander ’s t raining and exper ience have given him an appreciation of
the role of the information officer in the Air Force?
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGRE E

f. My cou~nander consults me when he is faced with decisions on information
matters?
AGREE :_ :_:_ : : : _ :_ : DISAGREE

g. I am able to give my commander advice when he is faced with decisions
on information matters?
AGREE : : : : : : : :DISAGREE

38
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h. The cotmnander controls the content of the base information program?
AGREE : : : : : : : :DI SAGREE

i. The information officer controls the content of the base information
program?
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

• j. My commander does not expect me to be able to give him useful advice
when he is faced with decisions on information matters?
AGREE:_: :_:_:_:_:_: DISAGREE 

-

k. My commander expects me to accomplish things which are beyond the responsi—
bilities of an information officer? -

AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

1. My training as an Air Force information officer (DINFOS, etc.)
was adequate to prepare me for my role as an information officer?
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

6. What is your perception of the quality of cooperation between the
commander and the information program in the Air Force today?

I

Thank you for your assistance in completing this survey. We hope
t h a t  it wi l l  p rove u s e f u l  in i m p r o v i n g  the  Air  Force  i n f o r m a t i o n

• 

• 

p r o g r a m .
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HCAOQUART ERS UNITCD STAT~ $ AIR roRcc

WAS*41N0TON. O.C.

~~~ sAy/ox 25 November 1977

•us~tci’ Survey on Information Function -

1. The attached survey was developed by the faculty at the University
of Oklahoma, Department of Communication , as part of a research project
approved by the Secretary of the Air Force Office of Information and
funded by the Air Force Office of Scientific Research. The obj ective
is to identify significant perceptual differenoes of the Inf ormation
function as seen by commanders and Information officers and to help
reduce those differences.

2. Because of its importance to the Air Force, I encourage you to
cooperate in this research effort by completing the attached questionnaire
yourself. It should take only 10 or 15 minutes. The results will be used
to make decisions on how the Information function can improve contributions
to meeting Air Force objectives.

FOR 1~~ CHI~ ’ OF STAIT

H. ALTON, JR.~~~ Atch
Br a er General , ~ SAF Questionnaire
Dire or of T”~formation

41
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CUniversityof Oklahoma ThO Van Vl..t Oval , Room 331 Norman , Oklahoma 73069

Sps.ch Communication
Research Laboratoi’y

Dear Commander:

The following questionnaire is part of a research project being
conducted by the University of Oklahoma Department of Communication
under Air Force Office of Scient ific Research Grant Number 77—3417 .
The r e s u l t s  of this research will be used by the Secretary o~ t h e
A i r  Force , O f f i c e  of  I n f o rm a t i o n , to g u i d e  t h e  p r o d u c t i o n  of
e d u c a t i o nal m a t e r i a l s  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  o f f i c e r s  and c o m m a n d e r s .
These  m a t e r i a l s  w i l l  be d e s ig n e d  to  i m p r o v e  m u t u a l  u n d e r s t a n d i n g
of  t h e  i n f o rm a t i o n  a nd command  f u n c t i o n s .

We have  t e s t e d  t h i s  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  and f o u n d  t h a t  i t  t a k e s  on ly  ten
to f i f t e e n  m i n u t e s  to c o m p l e t e .  W e hope  t h a t  you  w i l l  be ab le  to
spa re t h i s  b r i e f  p e r i o d  of t i m e  f r o m  y o u r  s c h e d u l e  to c o mp l e t e  the
q u e s t i o n n a i r e  p e r s o n a l l y .  I f  you do a l l ow a m embe r of your staff
to complete the questionnaire , the results of the research and its
value to the Air Force will be invalidated.

Y o u r  a n o n y m i t y  as a r e s p o n d e n t  to the questionnaire will be guaranteed
The names of i n d i v i d u a l s  who do r e spond  and t h e i r  i n d iv i d u a l  a n s w e r s
to these questions will not be a part of our report to the Air Force.
Results of the survey will be available for your information by
April 1,’7S. To inquire about survey results , please write to:
Dr. L. Brooks Hill , Department of Communication , University of
Oklahoma , 780 Van Vleet Oval , Norman , Oklahoma 73019.

In a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  p a r a g r a p h  30 , AFR 12—35 , Air Force Privacy Act
Program , the following information about this survey is provided :

a. A u t h o r i t y .  10 U . S . C . ,  8012 , S e c r e t a r y  of t he  Air Force: Powers
and D u t i e s , Delegation by.

b .  P r i n c i p a l  P u r p o s e .  The s u r v e y  is b e i ng  c o n d u c t e d  to i d e n t i f y
p r o b l e m s  in c o m m a n d e r  u t i l i z a t i o n  of i n f o r m a t i o n  s t a f f  p e r s o n n e l

c.  R o u t i n e  U s e .  The s u r v e y  da t a  w i l l  be p r o v i d e d  to AFOSR and
SA F / O l

d.  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  in t h i s  s u r v e y  is e n t i r e ly  v o l u n t a r y .
e. No adve rse  a c t i o n  of any  k i n d  may be t a k e n  ag a i n s t  any  i n d i v i d u a

wh o e l e c t s  no t  to p a r t i c i p a t e  in t h i s  s u r v e y .

42
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S

COMMAN DE R S U R V EY
USAF SCN 78-43B

1. Please  answer  the  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  ab o u t  y o u r s e l f .

a. What  is your  r ank? _______________________________

b.  How long have you been in t he  A i r  Fo rce? ________________

c. How long have you he ld  a comm and p o s i t i o n ? _____________

d. Whi le  in M i l i t a r y  Se rv i ce , w h a t  t r a i n i n g  have you r e c e i v e d
in the  u t i l i z a t i o n  of information staff personnel and the
fu n c t i o n  of the i n f o r m a t i o n  o f f i c e  in the Air F o r c e ? _______

e. What  is you r Majo r  Command? _____________________________

f .  At wha t  level are  you  s e r v i ng  (M AJCOM , NAF , Wi n g ,  Base , e t c . ) ?

g. What is yo ur h i g h e s t  level of e d u c a t i o n  (number  of years
co mp l e t e d :  hi gh school  g r a d u a t e  — 12 yea r s , c o l l e g e  gr a d u a t e
with baccalaureate degree — 16 yea r s , w i t h  M . A .  18 yea r s ,
with Ph.D. — 2]. years)?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

h. What was your major in schoo l?______________________________

I. Other than command , wh at f i el d s  have you worked  in in the
Air For c e?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

2. In column 2 , next page , estimate the percent of the time that 
~~~believe your information office staff spends on each of the tasks

listed in column 1. Please insur e that these percentages total IOOZ .
Pleas. do not consult your infor mation officer in completing this
section. In column 3 , list the percent of time you would prefer
your information staff office spend on each of the tasks listed in
column 1. Please insure these total to lOO .

43
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Commander Survey Page 3

CO LUMN 1. COLUMN 2 COLUMN 3
TASKS I of time you 1 of time you

believe your would prefer your
1.0. actually 1.0. spend on
spends on each each task.
task.

S Producing administrative rep orts ,
personnel man agement , supplies

Producing and “practicing ”
contingenc y plans

Commanders ” Call activities

Producing internal print media
(newspaper , base guide , news
service , etc.)

is,
P r o d u c i n g  e l ec t ron i c  media

Serving external civilian media

Internal civilian employee
news program

Civic groups liason

Special events such as open
house , base tours , etc.

Speakers ’ p ro g ram

Public Affairs Airlift

Maintenance and inspection of
files in office

Cooperation with security police

VIP/civic leader tours

Commander & staff coordinati on ,
meetings , consultation , etc.

O ther  (S p ec i f y)
44 __________________ _______________—
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3. What skills does your information officer have which are not
now being fully utilized?

4. How many times in the last 5 working days have you talked to your
Information Officer (either over the phone or in person)?

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

5. Respond to each of the following statements by marking on the scal
the space which most nearly indicated your feeling s about the state m en
For example , if the statement were: “I like ice cream ” and you very
strongly agre . with the statement , mark the scale:

AGREE:
_ _ _ _  

: :_ : 
_ _ _ _  

: 
_ _ _ _  

: 
_ _ _ _  

: 
_ _ _ _  

: DI SAG REE

If you agree strongly, but not very strongly, mark the second blank , I
you agree bu ’ do not strongly agree , mark the third blank. If you
neither agree nor disagree , mark the fourth blank. If you disagree bu
do not disagree strongly, mark the fifth blank. I f  you disagree but
do not disagree very strongly mark the sixth blank. If you disagree
very strongly mark the seventh blank. PLEASE PUT YOUR MARKS ON THE
BLANK S BET W EEN THE CO LONS , MARK ONE BLANK FOR EACH SCALE AND DO NOT
PLA CE TWO MARKS ON ANY ONE SCALE.

S 

a. I understand my information officer ’s capabilities.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISACREE

b. My information officer understands my expectations of him .
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISA GREE

c. My information officer ’s skills are presently being utilized
to the best advantage of the Air Force.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGR EE

d. My i n f o r m a t i o n  officer does not have the training or skills to
perform tasks which I would like for him to perform.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISACREE

a. My training and experience have given me an appreciation of
the information officer ’s role in the Air Force.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

f. I consult my information officer when I am fac~~ with decisions
on information matters.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISAGREE

g. My information officer is able to give me advice when 1 am
faced with decisions on information matters.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISA GREE

h. The commander controls the content of the base information
p r o g r a m .
AGREE: : : : : : : :D ISAGREE

45
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1. The information officer controls the content of the base
information program.
AGREE: : : : : : : :DISA GRE E

6. What is your perception of the quality of coope ration between the
command function and the information program in the Air Force today?

Thank you for your assistanc e in completing this survey. We hope
that it will prove useful in improving the Air Force information
program.

46
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Air Force Survey Coding Protocol

There are two survey masters attached. Refer to the one
which corresponds with the survey you are coding.

In the blanks for answers on the survey masters are
listed the computer card columns (cc) where you should
punch the appropriate response. For responses which are
nominal , there will be the note “see protocol” for those
responses. The data to enter on the computer cards is
listed below.

Each survey should produce three computer cards. I have
indicated on the survey masters where to start a new card
and where to leave blank spaces in the data fields.

In the upper right hand corner of each survey , there
will be a single digit number (role). This goes in cc #1
of Card 1; it is followed by a five digit number (zip)
which goes in cc 2-6 of Card 1. Then you just  begin wi th
the f irst  question on the survey .

WHERE THERE ARE TWO SPACES IN THE DATA FIELD FOR A
NUMBER AND THE NUMBER IS ONE DIGIT , BE SURE TO FILL THE
DATA FIELD. FOR EXAMPLE : 1 is coded 01, 3 as 03 , etc.

If the respondent left any data field blank on the
survey , code the response as 0 (zero).

cc—7 Code nominal responses as follows. 2nd Lt = 1,
1st Lt = 2 , Capt 3 , Ma j or = 4, Lt. Col. = 5,
Colonel = 6, Brigadier General = 7 , Major General =

8, Lieutenant General = 9. There should be no full
Generals in the sample.

cc 12—20 In columns 12 & 13 code the number of “regular
academic courses listed” (those taught at colleges
and offered for academic credit) in columns 14-15.
Code the number of information related courses listed
in columns 16-17. Code the number of other military
courses listed. If attended Comm. Short Course , put
a 1 in column 18.

cc-21 Tactical Air Command 1, Military A i r l i f t  Command = 2 ,
Strategic Air Command = 3 , Systems Command = 4 , Loqis-
tics Command = 5, Other = 9.

cc—22 Squadron = 1, Group = 2 , Wing = 3, Numbered Air Force =

4 , Major Air Command 5, HQ USAF = 6, Other = 9 .

cc-25 Major in engineering science = 1, maj or in other
“ physical science” = 2 , major in public re la t ions,
journalism , communication = 3 , major  in other soc ial
science = 4 , other = 9. 

- -
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cc 26—30 If operations (flying) is listed , put a 1 in coluxnm 26;
if information listed , put a 1 in column 27 ;
if command listed , put a 1 in column 28;
if administration mentioned , put a 1 in column 29;
if any other job listed , put a 1 in column 30.

cc 31—35 If journalism is mentioned , put a 1 in column 31;
if radio and television mentioned , put a 1 in column 32;
if public relations mentioned , put a 1 in column 33;
if sales mentioned , put a 1 in column 34 ;
if any other job mentioned , put a 1 in column 35.

cc 36 If yes , put a 1 in column 36.
If no , put a 2 in column 36.

For cc 37 (OF CARD 1) THROUGH 64 (OF CARD 2) EXCEPT WHERE
BLANKS ARE INDICATED ON THE MASTER SURVEYS, code
the actual percentages. REMEMBER TO CODE SINGLE
DIGIT NUMBERS AS TWO DIGITS (ex ample , 9 = 09)

CARD 2
cc 65—70 If newswriting is listed , put a 1 in column 65;

if radio and TV listed , put a 1 in column 66;
if public relations listed , put a 1 in column 67;
if command/administration listed , put a 1 in column 68;
if planning or managemen t listed , put a 1 in column 69;
if other skills listed , put a 1 in column 70.

cc 75 (CARD 2) THROUGH cc 4 (CARD 3) Code the number which
corresponds with the blank checked by the respond-
ent (1 is the far left blank , 7 the far  right, etc.).

CARD 3
cc 8—20 (CARD 3)

If mention superlative cooperation , put a 1 in
column 8 ;

if mention poor cooperation , put a 1 in column 9;
if cooperation varies from Commander to Commander ,

put a 1 in column 10;
if cooperation varies from 10 to 10 , put a 1 in

column 11;
if cooperation varies from unit to unit, put a 1 in

column 12 ;
if mention poor rank of 10 or competition with others

on Commander ’s staff , put a 1 in column 13;
if mention Commander ’s distrust of 10 or media or 

S

Commander ’s ignorance of 10 or media, put a 1 in
column 14; - -

if mention need for more sources of information,
put a 1 in column 15;

if mention poor training of tO, put 1 in column 16;
if mention need for more competent 10, put 1 in column 17;
if mention budget problems, put a 1 in column 18.
(FOR NOW LEAVE 19 AND 20 BLANK)
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GLOSSARY

Question la -— cc 7 of coding form : Ranks can be indicated
by either name or number :

2nd Lt 0— 1
1st Lt 0— 2

Captain = 0-3
Major 0—4

Lieutenant Colonel = 0-5
(Lt. Col.)

Colonel (Col.) = 0—6
B r i g a d i e r  General 0-7

(BGen or BG)
Major General 0-8

Lieutenant General 0-9
General 0-10

Question id of 10 survey (what  t r a in ing  received ) cc 12-20
of coding f orm
Info rmat ion  related courses include : DINFOS (Defense

Information School) or any other military school with
the word in fo rmat ion  in the t i t l e;  I ’ m not aware of
any with abbreviations .

Other m i l i t a r y  courses that  count are : Air War College
( AWC) , Squadron Of ficers~ School (OCS) , Air Command
and Staff (ACS)

Do not count ROTC , OCS ( O f f i c e r ’ s Candidate School) ,
OTS (O f f i c e r ’s Traininq School) , and conferences or
“ contact w i th  knowledgable people .”

Quest ion  le (what is your major command) cc 21
Tactical  Air  Command = TAC
Military Airlift Command MAC
Strateci -i c Air Command SAC
Systems Command AFSC
Logistics Command AFLC

Question If (what level are you serv i ng)  cc 22
Squadron = SQ or squ or squad
Group (I do not know of any abbreviation)
Wing (I do not know of any abbreviation)
Numbered Air Force NAF, NbrAF
Major Air Command MaiCom , MMACOM
Headquarters United State Air Force = HQUSAF , AF ,

SAF (Secretary Air Force) , HQ

Question ii (what jobs in Air Force) cc 26-30
Operations (flying) Ops , pilot , navigator , BS Ops,
or they might designate an aircraft like F-lll ,
F—4 , B—5 2, etc.

Command CC, Cmdr , Cmd
Informa tion Info, 1.0., 10, ISO, SAF Ol , CI
Administra tion Admin , finance , comptroller , compt ,

CBPO , personne l

5 _ S__•5 ~~~ ______


